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THE "METOPON" IN THE ERECHTHEUM 



The commissioners who had charge of the work on the 
Erechtheum in the year of the archonship of Diodes, 409- 
408 B.C., began their activities by making a report on the state 
in which they found the work at the beginning of their term 
of office. This report, preserved in part on a stele in the Brit- 
ish Museum (7. 6?. I, = O.I.A. I, 322) and on a small fragment 
in Athens (JT. Q-. I, 322, b), falls into three main divisions : 
(1) a description of the state of the unfinished building itself, 
col. 1, 11. 8-92 ; (2) a list of the blocks of stone completely 
worked, lying on the ground about the temple (Xidiva Travre\<ite 
iijepyaaiAeva a j^a/un'), col. I, 11. 93-100 and frg. b, 11. 1 and 2 ; 
(3) a similar list of unfinished blocks (J)p,Cepya j^a/iai), frg. b, 
11. 3-14, and col. II, 11. 8-99. 

The first division begins with a description of the state of 
the building iirl ry ymvta ry vrpbs rov Keicpo-iriov, 11. 8-43. That 
the southwest angle of the temple is meant by this phrase is 
clear from the designation of the Porch of the Maidens else- 
where in the inscription as r) irpoo-Tao-is rj irpbs r<p KeK/507rYp 
(col. 1, 11. 83-86). The text of the passage is as follows: 

Col. I, 1. 8 To veo Ta8e KaTcXa/So/xev htp.Upya * 

«ri rei yoviai rii irpos to KexpoTrio 

10 1 1 1 1 ir\iv0os aStTos /ickos Tcrpd- 

TroSas, irAaTOS StiroSas, itoyos 

Tpihep.nroSiO';. 

juao'YaAuuai' /x.«kos T£Tpairo8a, 

irXdroi TpiVoSa, .iravos Tpiov 

15 I hcp.iiroo'iov. 

oriKoaviViSas /aeicos TiTpdwo- 

P 8as, irXdroi TpuroSas, TraYOS 

Tpiov h.ep,iiroBiov. 

yovuuay /ackos htwrdiroSa, 
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20 [I] ttXotos TtTpdVoSa, Tra^os 

rpiov he/UTroBiov. 

yoyyvX.0% kWos afe-os, dvrtfto- 
[I] pos Tais iiriKpaviTUTiv, pXKOs 

SexaVos, hv<jxroi rpiov 
25 hep.nro8iov. 

a.VTip.OpO TOW OTlOTvAlOlS 
I I ftCKOS rtrpairohe, 5rA.[aYos WEV-] 
TCTraXatTTO. 

KioKpavov aOerov \_ — — ] 
30 I jneVoirov to «<ro ju.£k[os — — ] 

irXaros toiov Ae/iWrofStW, Ta^os] 
rpiov hep.nro&tov. 
iiTKTTvKw. aBera ju.[«kos oktJo- 
P TroSa, irA.dYos 8uoiv 7r[o8oiv] 
35 Kai TraAacTTes, ira^os [SuroSaJ. 

lirUTTvkia avo ovra [eoe] 
tTripyaxjaaOaj. jlickos oktoVo- 
i I i oa, TrA.aYos Suoiv TroSotv Kai wa- 
Aao-T£S, mt^os oYiroSa. 
40 to 8e Xowro epyo hairavros 

ey kvkA.01 ap^ei fto "EXeuowaKos 
1 1 1 Ai#os Trpos ftoi Ta £ ota ' Kai irtOe 

£7Tt TOV OTlOTaTOV TOVTOV. 

The concluding sentence, which is of importance for the 
understanding of the whole, has caused difficulty to all the 
commentators. Most of them, because of the form of the verb 
iredrj, make the numeral III refer to f^a. 1 It is not possible, 
however, that any figures of the frieze should have been set in 
place at this stage of the work, for it is clear that the blocks of 
Eleusinian stone against which they were fastened were not yet 

1 Boeckh, G.I.G. I, p. 277. Thiersch, Uber das Erechtheum aufder Akropolis 
zu Athen, p. 113. Schoene, Hermes, IV, 1870, p. 39. Newton, Inscriptions in 
the British Museum, I, p. 91. Choisy, Etudes epigraphiques sur V architecture 
grecque, p. 90. The following disregard the numeral and misunderstand the 
sentence entirely : Wilkins, Atheniensia, p. 206 ; the same in Walpole, Memoirs 
relating to European and Asiatic Turkey, p. 593, and in Prolusiones Architec- 
tonicae, p. 13 ; K. O. Mttller, He Minervae Poliadis sacris et aede (in Kunst- 
archaologische Werke, I, p. 139). Von Quast, Has Erechtheion zu Athen, 
p. 107, alone rightly understands iri9-q as referring to the slabs of the frieze ; 
but he also is inclined to disregard the numeral. 
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in position. A number of these blocks are mentioned in the 
report (col. II, 11. 8-24) under the heading f)p,iepya %afiat. The 
inscription, /. Gr. I, 321, a part of the account of this year, deals 
with the setting up of the frieze. It is not until the later 
prytanies of the following year that we hear of the making and 
fastening in place of the figures (X Gr. I, 324, a, col. II, 1. 32 ; 
b, col. I, 11. 2 ff . ; c, col. I, 11. 1 ff.). The numeral must then 
refer to the blocks of Eleusinian stone. The use of ireOri for 
ereOtfaav is not hard to explain. 'O 'EXeuo-twa/eo? \(6o<s, used 
in a collective sense immediately above, had more effect on the 
verb than the numeral 1 1 1 in the margin, which was really its 
subject. We may then translate, " the Eleusinian stone against 
which the figures (are to be fastened) forms the beginning of 
the rest of the work round about, and three blocks of it were 
placed during the term of the present commissioners." That 
is, at the time of the report the walls were complete up to and 
including the epistyle, except for a number of blocks in the 
vicinity of the southwest corner ; of the frieze only three blocks 
were in place. 

If this interpretation of the sentence is correct, it ought to 
be possible to identify the particular blocks noted in the in- 
scription as missing. The attempt has been made by Wilkins 
and by Boeckh, who is followed by Newton. 1 The former 
failed because he misinterpreted the terms ir\iv6oi, /j,aax a ^ la ^ 
and eTriKpaviriBe<!, supposing them to designate roof-tiles of 
various shapes. Boeckh was more nearly successful, but was 
unable to give a satisfactory explanation of the obscure terms 
fiacr^aKiaia and permirov. 

The blocks seem to fall into three groups, — (1) ir\iv0oi, 
(2) iiri/cpavmBe<s, (3) iirio-TvXia, — corresponding with three 
courses of the wall. II\ii><?o? (or irXivfffc, the more usual form) 
is the term regularly used to denote the ordinary blocks of 
a wall. 2 'EiriKpaviTK, with which we must supply the noun 

1 Wilkins, Atheniensia, p. 202 ; in Walpole, Memoirs, etc., p. 591 ; Prolus. 
Arch. p. 20. Boeckh, C.I. G. I, pp. 273 ff. and Figs. V and VI, p. 267. Newton, 
Brit. Mus. Inscr. I, pp. 89 ff. and Figs. V and VI. 

2 For vUvBos, of. B.C.H. XXVI, 1902, p. 65, 1. 17, and below, 11. 4, 12. For 
v\iMs, I.G. II, 1054, 1. 26; IV>, 1054 b, 11. 68, 75; Ath. Mitt. XXII, 1897, 
p. 180, 11. 4, 20. 
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ifKlvOos, 1 clearly designates the crowning course of the wall, 
the " wall-capital," 2 upon which the epistyle rested. 

In the first group we have, besides the four ordinary wall 
blocks (1. 10), a fiaayaXiala ir\iv6o$ of equal length and height, 
but of different width (1. 13). Its position in the list suggests 
that it belonged in the same course with the ttXivQoi. In the 
epikranitis course there are mentioned first five blocks of the 
normal length, 4 feet (1. 16), and a corner block 7 feet long 
(1. 20), and then a yoyyvkos \«#o? avrljxopo'i rat? iiriKpaviTicriv 
(1. 22), which may be translated " profiled stone ranging with 
the epikranitis blocks." The mouldings which adorned this 
course were identical in profile on both faces of the wall but 
differed in the character of their decoration. On the outer face 
the decoration (egg-and-dart, honeysuckle, etc.) was carved in 
relief ; on the inner face the mouldings were left smooth, the 
decoration being painted on them. 3 The block containing these 
smooth, " rounded " mouldings was called 7077VA.0? \t0o?. 4 The 
word ai'Tt/to/oo?, which occurs only here, must mean " ranging 
with," "corresponding to," "on a level with." Somewhere on 
the wall for a distance of 10 ft. the epikranitis was composed 
of two rows of blocks set against one another. In the same 
way the epistyle had backing stones for a space of 8 ft. — 
avri/jLopa) Tols iirio-rvXiois (1. 26). These backing stones of the 
epistyle are mentioned in connection with the similar yoyyvXoi 
XiOoi of the epikranitis, though they would more fittingly have 
been placed at the end of the list. Finally, there is noted as 
missing one capital (1. 29), 5 which is in some way to be brought 

1 Cf. ir\lv$oi iviKpavlrtSet in frg. b, 1. 4 below, p. 195. 

2 'EvlKpafov is used in a similar sense in I.G. II 6 , 1054 b, 1. 88. Cf. A. J. A. 
IX, 1905, p. 153. 

s The mouldings on the inner face are preserved only on one block — the 
capital of the anta at the south end of the west wall. This has its mouldings 
sculptured on the west and north faces, smooth on the east face. Cf. below, 
Fig. 7, p. 194. The epistyle similarly had its crowning moulding sculptured 
where it was exposed to the weather, while in the interior of the building it was 
left smooth and painted. Cf. I.G.I, 324 a, col. I, 1. 43, and c, col. II, 1. 12, t4 
KVfidrwv ivKtavri to iirl rf iiri(TTv\l<p Tip ivr6s. 

4 Cf. I.G. I, 282, 1. 7, to |tf\oK to 707715X01', of a moulding of the panelled ceil- 
ing. Bekker, Anecdota, p. 33, 70771/Ms • ovtids ol 'AttucoI X^youo-ii', dXX' oi 707- 
li\riv. 70770X1)1' Si to o'Tpo77i/X6i' {i>Xoi>. Hesychius, yoyy6\ov • (TTfmyyv\6i> 
&\ov. Cf. also Rutherford, New Phrynichus, LXXXI, p. 182. 

8 KibKpavov (for Kiovbupawv) occurs only here in inscriptions in place of the 
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into connection with a "metopon in the interior." In the epi- 
style course five blocks are mentioned as missing (1. 33), and 
three others already in position lacked the final smoothing of 
their top surface (1. 36). 

For the sake of clearness the whole list may be given again 
in tabular form as follows : 



Line. 


Number 

OF BLOCK8 


Designation. 


Length. 


Width. 


TlllCK- 

NEiS. 


10 
13 


4 

1 


nXlvdoi dderoi 
HaaxoXiala 


4 

4 


2 
3 




16 
19 
22 
[26 
29 


5 

1 
1 

2 

1 


iwiKpavlriSes 

yavtala (^xocpowTis) 

yoyyiXos \l8os ivrlftopos rats iiriKparlTitnv 

(7o77i5\w \£0td) &vTi/jd>p(o tois iwuTrvXlois 

Ki6Kpavov HBctov [ — — J pjkna'Kov rb %aw 


4 

7 
10 

4 
[-] 


3 

4 

n 

n 


H 

n 

-v 

n 


33 
36 


5 
3 


iiritxriXia &9era 
&rwn5\ia &vta 6vra 


8 
8 


21 


2 

2 



In our attempt to identify these missing blocks it will be 
well to begin with the epistyle as presenting the fewest diffi- 
culties. Boeckh assigns the five epistyle blocks 8 ft. long to 
the western part of the south wall. The three blocks of the 
same dimensions described as avco ovra he places next them to 
the east and reaching to the block still in situ on the southeast 
anta. The actual distance, however, from this block to the 
west end of the wall is 57 Attic feet, which gives room for 
only seven of the eight epistyle blocks placed here by Boeckh. 
The eighth cannot be the block in situ at the east, since that is 
11 ft. long instead of 8 ft. It must rather have been the south- 
ernmost epistyle block of the west wall, which was of the length 
required and could not have been in position at the time, since, 
as will appear directly, the angle block of the epikranitis, upon 

usual iwUpavov or (in late inscriptions) Ke<pa\Jj. In B.G.H. XXVI, 1902, p. 79, 
1. 16, [Ki6]Kpavov was probably [iwl~\Kpavov. Kiitcpavov is found in Bekker, Anecd. 
p. 105 ; Pollux, VII, 121 ; Xenophon, Hellen. IV, 4, 5 ; Strabo, IV, 4, 6. Kio- 
v6Kpavov in Eustathius, Opusc. XIV, 53 (p. Ill), and Diodorus, V, 47, 4. For 
the haplologia, cf. Meisterhans, Gramm. d. att. Inschr." p. 118, and the list 
given by van Herwerden, Lex. Suppl, under Tpinlaicov. 

1 This entry belongs properly in the third rather than in the second group. 
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which its south end rested, was still missing. The eight epistyle 
blocks of the inscription were then as indicated in Figure l. 1 
The missing stones of the course below are, as Boeckh saw, the 
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Figure 1. — South Wall op Erechtheum. South Face. 

corner block, ycoviata eirucpavlTi<; nr\lv8o<; (marked T in Fig. 1), 
and the five blocks next to the corner. 2 

Leaving out for the present the icioicpavov of 1. 29 and the 
two less important items regarding backing stones, we have 
left four ttXivBoi, wall blocks of the regular dimensions, and 
one fiacr^aXiaia ttXi.vOqs differing from the others in one of its 
dimensions ; it is 3 ft. instead of 2 ft. wide. The word paaya- 
\caia does not occur elsewhere. The etymology (fr. fiaa-^dXr] = 
arm-pit) leads us to expect a stone of angular shape. Boeckh 
therefore makes it an angle block and places it at the south- 
west corner of the building, with the four irXivOot next to it to 
the east. But the angle block of this course is still in situ and 
has different dimensions (5 ft. x 3 ft. instead of 4 ft. x 3 ft.). 

A stone of the required dimensions and of this shape, j~|, was 

1 As finally set up, block 2, from the indication of a dowel hole in the top of 
the course below, was actually only 7 ft. long. The discrepancy may be ex- 
plained as an error in the inventory or as due to a change in plan. The latter 
is more probable, since the inscription is noteworthy for its accuracy. For a 
reason for the change, see below, p. 196. To have exactly the specified size and 
normal shapes, blocks 1 and 2 would have been in plan as shown in Figure 8. 

2 The regular epikranitides, of which many are preserved, are 4 ft. long and 
\\ ft. high, as specified in the inventory ; their width — none has its inner face 
preserved — appears to have been slightly more than 2| ft., that is, the thickness 
of the wall, 2 ft., increased by the projection of the crowning moulding, | ft. on 
each side ; this projection may well have been reckoned at \ ft., and so have 
given the total width 3 ft., as stated in the inscription. 

The corner block is still partially in situ ; and the rest of it has been Identified 
in several fragments which are soon to be replaced. Its width approximates 
that given in the inscription, exactly as does that of the regular epikranitides. 
Its length is 7 ft., measured along the face, the moulding at the west end not 
being included. A plan of this block appears in Figure 6. 
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in all probability used at the start of the eastern cross-wall (the 
block marked CW in Fig. 1), but it cannot have been the fiaa^a- 
Xiaia of the inscription, as we have seen that in this part of 
the wall the two courses next above were already in place. 
Let us assume that the fiaa'^akiaia was one of the five irXivdoi 
next to the southwest corner, as indicated in Figure 1. It is 
evident that if these five blocks were lacking, the corner epi- 
kranitis block and the five blocks next to it could not be in 
place. And again, if these six blocks were not in place, the 
five epistyle blocks above them must also be lacking. This 
fact tends to confirm our identification of the missing blocks 
in each course. 

In Figure 1 the fiaa^aXiala (M) has been placed next to the 
corner block. The reason for this will appear upon an exami- 
nation of the inner face of the wall at this point. A detailed 
description of the peculiar features of this corner of the build- 
ing need not be given here. It is sufficient to call attention to 
the following points. (1) In the north face of the corner 
block of the eighth course from the top there is a cutting into 
which a horizontal slab pi-ojecting from the face of the wall 
was fitted (Fig. 2). (2) The anta above this slab, i.e. in its 
eight upper courses, is only 1^ ft. wide. Similarly, the south 
Wall, for a distance of 5 ft. from the anta, is only 1 ft. thick, 
the regular thickness of both wall and anta being 2 ft. 
(3) The niche thus formed was bounded at its east end by 
a pilaster, |- ft. wide, as is clear from cuttings for blocks to 
project from the face of the wall (Fig. 2). How far the 
pilaster projected cannot be determined from the remains. 
Fortunately the inscription here comes to our aid. 

So far in our attempt to locate the missing blocks we have 

neglected the item icioicpavov aderov [ ] fierwirov to mm. 

The meaning of the word fierayirov has never been satisfactorily 
explained. Midler's view, that it designated the west wall 
with the windows, cannot be accepted now that it is known 
that the windows belong to a restoration in Roman times and 
that originally the spaces between the columns were closed by 
a wooden grille. Boeckh, followed by Newton and Choisy, 
restored [*al] in the short lacuna after afferov, and considered 
the block to be the capital of the southernmost column on the 
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Figure 2. 

Elevation. 



5 ATTIC FT. 

-West End of South Wall of Erechtheum. (a) North 
Present State. (6) Plan at Course 7. 
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west wall, composed of an Ionic capital, icioicpavov, on its outer 
face and a pilaster capital, fieranrov, on its inner face. But 
" KioKpavov ical fieranrov to eaco" seems a clumsy designation 
for this composite capital ; and the dimensions (width 1J ft., 
height 1J ft.) cannot be made to fit. 

An examination of the other occurrences of the word in 
building inscriptions throws more light on the problem. The 
specifications for the construction of the Naval Arsenal at 
the Piraeus contain the following directions (Z(r. II, 1054, 
11. 23 ff.) : xal olKohop,rjo~ei fiercoirov eKarepmOev iv T<p fiera^v 
r&v 8vp<ov, 7r\ctTo? Shrovv, et? Be to etcrw • SeKairovv, koX irepiicdp,- 
■tyei rbv rol'Xpv p-e^pi r&v wpdnaov kiovcov Trpo? ov avoi^erai, 17 

U_ dvpa eKarepa. The arrangement 
■ is shown in the accompanying 

I plan (Fig. 3). Between the two 
M W I doors a metopon, or partition 

m' M\ M"I 1 (^)' ^ ft* w ide and extending 

■--•' 'I ''---■i— J inward 10 ft. is to be built. Cor- 
Figcrk 3.— Arsenal at Piraeus, responding partitions (M', M") 
Flax oe Doors. are tQ bound &fj doorwayg Qn 

their outer sides. According to Fabricius 1 and Dorpfeld, 2 the 
word p-ercoirop is here used in nearly its etymological meaning. 
Originally it denoted the forehead, i.e. the space between the 
eyes (/*era, 071-77). So here it is used of a pillar between two 
openings. But this interpretation does not take account of the 
fact that the word is in this inscription applied to the two 
lateral partitions (M', M") as well as to the central one. In 
line 59 we read "/cat e-n-idrjaei vwep t&v Ovpmv iirl to, p.erwira 
4k tov ivrcK 6po<f>r)v Xid(vr)v \l80v 'Tpr)TTiov." Neither do its 
occurrences in other inscriptions support this limited meaning. 
Originally denoting " forehead," the word came to be applied 
to any flat, vertical surface. So in an inscription from Oropus 
(J. Gr. VII, 4255 1. 20), the p,era>7ra, or visible surfaces of 
blocks of stone, are distinguished from the eSpai, or soffits, 
and the dpp,oi, or vertical surfaces of contact. In an inscrip- 
tion from the Piraeus ('E0. 'Apx- 1900, p. 94, 1. 46, col. II) 
the faces of the steps in a staircase are called pJr<oira. z 

1 Hermes, XVII, 1883, p. 573. 2 ^ th _ Mitt vill, 1883, p. 157. 

3 Cf. also I.G. II, 167, 1. 66 ; B.C.H. XX, 1896, p. 324, 1. 65. In I.O. II 6 , 
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In the inscription relating to the Piraic Arsenal the word 
seems to designate simply a flat partition projecting into the 
building from the external wall. May we not, then, explain 
the " metopon in the interior " of the Erechtheum as a similar 
projection, and identify it with the pilaster which bounded the 
niche to the east? The greater 
width of the /xaaxaXiaia trXlvOm can 
then easily be accounted for. The 
block was of the shape indicated in 
Figure 4. The projection, 1 ft. in 
length and 3 palms in width, formed 
one course of the pilaster, or " meto- 
pon." East of the projection the 

block had the regular width of the FlGCEE 4 — *«**«■<«. 
wall (2 ft.) ; on the west it had the width of the south wall of 
the niche (1 ft.). It could very appropriately be termed an 
" arm-pit stone." The position assigned to it in Figure 1, next 
to the corner block of course 2, proves to be correct. 

The Ki6icpavov [itrl to] fieranrov — adopting M tiller's simple 
and satisfactory restoration of 1. 29 — also ceases to be a mys- 
tery. It was a block of the form 
shown in Figure 5, and was placed 
above the projecting part of the 
fjLao-xakiaia. The width given in the 
inscription, 1J ft., is suitable, since 
the metopon was \ ft. wide, and with 
the projection of the mouldings on 
both sides (f + f = |) the block 
would be \\ ft. wide ; the height, 
1J ft., is the regular height of the 
epikranitis course. The length — 
rpitrovv — has to be restored, but the 
letters fit the space satisfactorily, 
and a cutting in the corner block of the epikranitis, into 
which the Kioicpavov fitted, shows that it actually had this 
length. The plan of the top of the epikranitis course is shown 

830 C (p. 197), dird To8 <rr)fielov ipl-dntvov ixi%pt toO peTtiirov tup ttv\wv, the word 
may mean a pillar between two doors, but Foucart's translation, " au front de la 
porte," is also possible. 




Figure 5. — Kdicpamv. 
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in Figure 7. A section through the wall below (represented 
by hatchings) shows that the metopon projected the same 
distance from the wall as the 
anta. The appearance of the 
niche as a whole is shown in 
perspective in Figure 6. 1 

We should expect to find 
all the missing blocks which 
we have thus identified men- 
tioned later in the inscription PlGTIRE 7.— Southwest Corner of the 

j.T_ t i. £ i i • Erechthetjm. Plan op Epikranitis. 2 

in the list of stones .lying 

finished or " half- worked " on the building site. But unfor- 
tunately the inscription is here incomplete. We have only 
a part of the second division, as follows: 

Col. I, 1. 93 KlBiva iravT«\os 1-^Ttpyaaix.iva 
ha. \afw.L' 
95 ttXivOoi TtTpdiro&ts /«kos, 

TrXaTOS StVoSts, ird^os 
A I T/oiov hepxtroBtov, api6p.bs. 

fW.(T\aXvaia jucko? TCTpa- 
I 7ros, irXaTos rpiiros, Tra^os 
100 rpiov lle.pxiroo'Cov. 



The number of ir\lv6ot, is given as eleven instead of four. But 
since these blocks of the regulation size would be ordered in 
bulk, it is not surprising to find that there were seven left over 
after the completion of the walls. 

Fragment b contains the continuation of column I. The 
first two lines are illegible. Line 3 gives the heading of the 
third division : 

\JltpUpy~\a )(apuu' 

\_tr\C\v6oi €7rtKpai'tT[i8«s] 
5 [jit£j K0S T«T/)a7ro8e[s, irXaros] 

^TpjiVooes, irayoi t\j>wv\ 

1 For this perspective drawing we are indebted to Mr. H. D. Wood, Fellow in 
Architecture of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens on the grant 
of the Carnegie Institution of Washington. 

2 Hatching shows section through wall below epikranitis. Light lines show 
top of shelf. 
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hefUiroStov ' /u.[ias aiyieroi] 
iro&s : III [:] dcrr[payaXo rer-] 
rapes irdStfs Kal~\ 
Aep.iird[8ioi'] 
€jri(cp[av — — — J 

Sa[ ] 

/*[ ] 



Presumably the remaining blocks of the epikranitis and epistyle 
courses followed. Then began the list of frieze blocks, which 
is continued in column II. 

The inscription gives no information as to the treatment of 
the epistyle over the niche. It seems probable, however, that 
the projection of the metopon was continued in the epistyle 
course as shown in Figure 6. It also seems probable that 
blocks 1 and 2 of the epistyle were, like the walls on which 
they rested, of only half the regular thickness. This thinning 
of the walls was clearly for the purpose of lessening their 



FlGUKE 8. 



Plans of Epistyle. 



Figure 9. 



weight, for which a good reason existed. The southwest cor- 
ner of the Erechtheum had no solid foundation, but was sup- 
ported by a huge block spanning the Kekropion, an earlier 
structure which was too sacred to be removed when the new 
temple was built. If this complication had not existed the 
plan of the epistyle would probably have been as indicated in 
Figure 8. But, as has been noticed above (p. 189, n. 1), block 2 
was actually only 7 ft. long. It seems probable from this fact 
that the blocks were rather as shown in Figure 9. Block 1 
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was made 2 ft. wide at its south end to increase its bearing 
surface. In Figure 6 it has been assumed that the projections 
of the fasciae and crowning moulding were given, as in the 
case of the epihranitis, on the east and west faces of the niche, 
while its other face was left smooth. The obvious difficulty 
in the adjustment of the ceiling that would arise from the 
irregularity in the epistyle on which it rests might be met 
adequately by the arrangement shown in Figure 6. 

L. D. Caskey. 

Athens. „ „ „ 

B. H. Hill. 



